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REMARKS 

Claims 1-6, 8-39, 43-64, and 84-89 are pending. 

With this amendment, claims 1, 15-19, and 45 are amended. Claim 14 is cancelled in 
favor of the prosecution of the remaining pending claims. 

Rejection of claims 1. 56, and 85 

Independent claims 1, 56, and 85 were rejected under 103(a) over a combination of 
Ashurst and Chinn (6,830,950) or Hankins (7,045,170). It is respectfully submitted that claim 1 
is not disclosed or suggested by Ashurst, Chinn, and Hankins, either individually or in any 
combinations thereof. 

Specifically, claims 1, 56, and 85 each expressly recite methods for cleaning a 
microelectromechanical device including, among other features, a step of introducing a first 
component of the cleaning agent into the chamber such that the pressure inside the chamber is at 
a first pressure value; and another step of introducing a second component of the cleaning agent 
into the chamber such that the pressure inside the chamber is at a second pressure value that is 
higher than the first pressure value. It is respectfully submitted that the undersigned can not find 
any description or suggestion in any of the cited references including Ashurst, Chinn, Hankins, 
and Malone (6,951,769) in the Office Action. 

In the section Response to Amendment of the Office Action, the Examiner discussed the 
above two cleaning agent introduction steps that '^''AppIicant argued that ... two cleaning steps 
with separate pressures with UV and the prior art teaches a two cleaning steps performed at the 
same pressure. The Examiner agrees in part. It has been well settled that the transposition of 
process steps or the splitting of one step into two, wherein the processes are substantially 
identical or equivalent in terms of -function, manner and result, was held to be not patentably 
distinguish the process. Ex parte Rubin, 128 USPQ 440 (Bd Pal App 1959). " 

It is respectfully submitted that the 1959 Board decision is fact specific, and is not 
applicable to the present situation. Second, even if this decision were made applicable to the 
present application, unpatentability would not be the result. Ex parte Rubin states that two steps 
are not patentable in view of a single step in the prior art for substantially identical or equivalent 
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prcx^esses fin terms of function, manner and result) . It is respectfully submitted that steps a) and 
b) as set forth in each of claims 1, 56, and 85 are not "substantially identical or equivalent" as 
required by Ex parte Rubin. 

As described in MPEP section 2144.04, Ex parte Rubin, 128 USPQ 440 (Bd Pat, App 
1959) is a "prior art reference disclosing a process of making a laminated sheet wherein a base 
sheet is first coated with a metallic film and thereafter impregnated with a thermosetting material 
was held to render prima facie obvious claims directed to a process of making a laminated sheet 
by reversing the order of the prior art process steps ." (emphasis added) It is respectfully 
submitted that: 1) steps a) and b) set forth in each of claims 1, 56, and 85 are not identical to 
each other; 2) the combination of steps a) and b) set forth in each of claims 1, 56, and 85 is not 
identical to a simple duplication of one step cleaning (e.g. in Ashurst); and 3) the combination of 
steps a) and b) set forth in each of claims 1, 56, and 85 is not reversal of any cleaning steps 
performed in any cited references in the Office Action. 

In contrast, as discusses in the specification of this patent application (eg. [0022]), "^5 
an aspect of the invention, a pressure cycle is provided to expedite the cleaning process. The 
cleaning cycle comprises three steps: a) filling a first component of the cleaning agent into the 
chamber to a first pressure, b) filling the chamber with a second component of the cleaning 
agent to a second pressure that is higher than the first pressure and c) reducing the pressure 
inside the chamber to a thirdpressure that is lower than the first pressure. " It can be seen from 
the above description, steps a) and b) are part of a cleaning cycle; and this cleaning cycle is 
particularly useful in expediting the cleaning process for a microelectromechanical device. The 
steps are not at all the same as those in the prior art, nor a reversal of prior art steps (nor 
duplicative of a single prior art step). 

Because Ashurst, Chinn, Hankins, and Malone, either individually or in any combination 
thereof fail in teaching or suggesting all features of each of claims 1, 56, and 85, claims 1, 56, 
and 85 are patentable over Ashurst, Chinn, Hankins, and Malone. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully requested. 

Rejection of claim 31 
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Independent claim 31 was rejected by the Examiner under 103(a) over Ashurst in 
combination with Chinn or Hankins further in combination of Malone (6,951,769). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 31 expressly recites, among other features, a step of introducing the gaseous 
modification agent into the chamber such that the gaseous modification agent is delivered 
through a micro-opening of the assembly to the surface of the microelectromechanical device for 
modifying the surfaces of the microelectromechanical device, wherein the micro-opening is 
between a first substrate and a second substrate that is glass having a reflective and deflectable 
mirror plate formed thereon; wherein the micro-opening has a characteristic dimension around 
10 micrometers or less. This feature is nowhere disclosed or suggested by Ashurst, Chinn, 
Hankins, or Malone. As indicated by the Examiner in the Office Action, Ashurst fails to teach 
the MEMS device being part of an assembly (e.g. a partially packaged device) and then into the 
chamber for cleaning. Though Malone described an opening (abstract and item 240 in FIG. 2C), 
Malone does not disclose or suggest the micro-opening has a characteristic dimension of 10 
microns or less. Moreover, the micro-opening of Malone is between the package lid (225) and 
package substrate 205 in FIG. 2c), which is distinct from the micro-opening set fort in claim 31 
between a first substrate and a second substrate having the reflective and deflectable mirror 
plate. Because Ashurst and Malone, either individually or in combination, fail in teaching or 
suggesting all features of claim 31, claim 31, as well as claims 32-44 that depend from claim 31, 
is patentable over Ashurst, Chinn, Hankins^ or Malone. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection are respectfully requested. 

Rejection of claim 45 

Independent claim 45 was rejected by the Examiner under 103(a) over Ashurst in 
combination with Chinn or Hankins further in combination of Malone (6,951,769). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 45 expressly recites, among other features, that the assembly comprises a micro- 
opening between the two substrates, a step of placing the assembly on a supporting surface of a 
package substrate; and a step of introducing the gaseous modification agent into the chamber for 
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modifying the surface of the microelectromechanical device by delivering the gaseous 
modification agent throc^h the raicro-optming of the ^sembly. These features are nowhere 
disclosed or suggested by Ashurst, CMrm, Hankins, or Malone. As indicated by the Examiner in 
the Office ActioTL, Ashurst fails to teach the MEMS device being part of an assembly (e*g, a 
partially packaged device) ^nd then into the chamber for cleaning. Hio.ugh Malone described an 
opening (abstract and item 240 in FIG. 2C), Malone does not disclose or si^gest the micro- 
opening has a characteristic dimension of 10 microns or less. Moreover, the micro-opening of 
Malone is between the package lid (22S) and package substrate 205 in FIG. 2c), which is distinct 
from the rriicro-opening set fort in claim 45. Because Ashurst^ Chinii, Hankins, and Malone, 
either individualjiy or in any combinadQns thereof, fail in teaching or sugg^tjng all features of 
claini 45;, claim 45 is patentable over Ashurst, Cbinn, Haiikins, or Malone. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejectiwfi are respectiiiUy requested. 

It is believed that this application is in condition for allowance. Favorable consideration and 
prompt allowance are Te^>ectfully requited. In the eveait any fees aire required in connection 
with this paper, please charge the Deposit Account No« 20-0668. 



Respectfully submitted^ 
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